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One of the reasons why organizations start to place greater emphasis on employees’ work 
engagement is because it has positive and beneficial consequences at the individual and 
organizational levels, and these include organizational commitment, physical health and 
business-unit performance. In other words, high levels of work engagement can lead to 
greater commitment and satisfaction, lower absenteeism and quit rates, improved health 
and well-being, and better in-role and extra-role performance. However, to achieve a high 
level of engaged employees and to ensure engaged employees stay engaged is not an easy 
task. In most situations, management has the great influences on the job demands and 
resources of their employees. Therefore, this study examined the direct relationship 
between workload, work pressure, autonomy, social support, performance feedback and 
work engagement. A total of 175 questionnaires were personally distributed to respondents 
State of Health Negeri Sembilan after permission was granted. Out of the 175 
questionnaires distributed, 164 questionnaires were returned, representing a response rate 
of 93.71%.  However, only 163 questionnaires were usable for further analysis. The 
hypotheses for the direct relationship were tested using multiple regression analyses. 
Interestingly, the results for direct relationship showed that workload and work pressure 
were not related to work engagement, while autonomy, and performance feedback were 
positively related to work engagement. The research results reported in this study suggest 
the need for autonomy, and performance feedback to enhance work engagement. Even 
though work load and work pressure were found not related to work engagement in this 
study, it doesn’t mean that the management can increased the workload and pressuring 
their employees without proper planning. Normally, employees will try to cope with job 
demands by putting energy in their jobs. But, prolonged exposure to and coping with job 
demands, will deteriorate employees’ personal energy, and engendering feelings of 
exhaustion. 
 






Salah satu sebab mengapa organisasi mula meletakkan penekanan yang tinggi kepada 
keterlibatan kerja pekerja ada kerana kesan positif dan manfaat yang boleh diperolehi pada 
peringkat individu dan organisasi dan ini termasuklah komitmen terhadap organisasi, 
kesihatan fizikal dan prestasi unit perniagaan. Dalam erti kata yang lain, keterlibatan kerja 
yang tinggi boleh meningkatkan komitmen dan kepuasan pekerja, mengurangkan kadar 
ketidakhadiran dan lantik henti, meningkatkan tahap kesihatan diri dan dapat menjalankan 
peranan yang diberi dengan baik. Walau bagaimanapun, untuk mencapai tahap keterlibatan 
pekerja yang tinggi bukan sesuatu yang mudah. Dalam kebanyakan keadaan, pihak 
pengurusan mempunyai pengaruh yang kuat dalam menentukan tuntutan kerja dan sumber 
kepada pekerja. Oleh yang demikian, kajian ini mengkaji hubungan langsung antara 
bebanan kerja, tekanan kerja, autonomi, sokongan sosial, maklum balas prestasi dengan 
keterlibatan kerja. Sebanyak 175 borang soal selidik telah diedarkan secara peribadi kepada 
responden di Jabatan Kesihatan Negeri Negeri Sembilan. Daripada 175 borang soal selidik 
yang diedarkan, sebanyak 164 soal selidik telah diterima semula dengan kadar maklum 
balas sebanyak 93.71%. Walau bagaimanapun, sebanyak 163 soal selidik boleh digunakan 
untuk analisis selanjutnya. Hipotesis ke atas kesan langsung diuji dengan menggunakan 
analisis regresi berganda. Dapatan kajian bagi hubungan langsung menunjukkan bahawa 
bebanan kerja dan tekanan kerja tidak mempunyai hubungan dengan keterlibatan kerja. 
Manakala, hanya autonomi dan maklum balas prestasi didapati mempunyai hubungan yang 
positif dengan keterlibatan kerja. Dapatan kajian ini mencadangkan mengenai keperluan 
kepada autonomi dan maklum balas prestasi dalam meningkatkan keterlibatan kerja. 
Walaupun bebanan kerja dan tekanan kerja tidak mempunyai hubungan dengan 
keterlibatan kerja, ia tidak bermakna pihak pengurusan boleh meningkatkan bebanan kerja 
dan memberi tekanan yang tinggi terhadap pekerja tanpa perancangan yang baik. 
Kebiasaannya, pekerja akan cuba untuk menghadapi tuntutan kerja dengan memberikan 
sepenuh tenaga terhadap kerja mereka. Namun,  pendedahan yang berpanjangan untuk 
menghadapi tuntutan kerja boleh mengakibatkan pekerja berasa letih dan tidak bertenaga. 
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CHAPTER 1  
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background of Study 
 
Issues of employees’ engagement at work have been a concerned for many organizations.  
Disengaged employees are not only contributing to the high turnover rate but it is also will 
have a negative influence the organization’s performance and productivity. As shown in 
Gallup Blog (January 25, 2018), employees with the least engaged are found to quit more 
often as compared to high engaged employees at work. The survey indicates that when the 
employees are not engaged, they are more likely to leave the organizations as the 
employees tend to have performance issues or are unhappy. As a result, the organizations 
may lost their most talented and skilled employees.  
 
Therefore, having a highly engaged employees is very crucial for organizations because 
they will help the organization to achieve the set objectives and goals through good 
performance. As argued by Schaufeli and Salanova (2007), in order for the organizations 
to survive and successfully to compete in the turbulent work environment, organizations 
need to develop and retain employees who are highly motivated and are willing to go for 
extra mile for them. In addition, to survive in the rapidly changes of work demands, 
organizations require employees who are full with energy and self-confidence; are 
passionate about their work; and are fully involved in their work activities. In order words, 
organizations today is in need for an engaged workforce.  
The contents of 
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Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research. 
 
I would appreciate it if you could answer the questions carefully as the 
information you provide will influence the accuracy and the success of 
this research. It will take no longer than 30 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire. All answers will be treated with strict confidence and will 
be used for the purpose of the study only. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this research, you may address 
them to me at the contact details below. 
 







Siti Mawarni Binti Zainal (s813471) 
Master Candidate 
Othman Yeop Abdullah Graduate School of Business 
Universiti Utara Malaysia 
Malaysia 







DIRECTION: Please read each of the following items and indicate whether you 
agree or disagree with each of the statement. Please indicate your choice by 





Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. At my work, I feel that I am 
bursting with energy  
1 2 3 4 5 
2. At my job, I feel strong and 
vigorous 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. When I get up in the morning, I 
feel like going to work 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I can continue working for very 
long periods at a time 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. At my job, I am very resilient 
mentally  
1 2 3 4 5 
6. At my work, I always preserve, 
even when things do not go 
well  
1 2 3 4 5 
7. I find the work that I do full of 
meaning and purpose  
1 2 3 4 5 
8. I am enthusiastic about my job 1 2 3 4 5 
9. My job inspires me 1 2 3 4 5 
10. I am proud of the work that I do  1 2 3 4 5 
11. To me, my job is challenging 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Time flies when I’m working  1 2 3 4 5 
13. When I am working, I forget 
everything else around me 





Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
14. I feel happy when I am working 
intensely  
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I am immersed in my work 1 2 3 4 5 
16. I get carried away when I’m 
working  
1 2 3 4 5 
17. It is difficult to detach myself 
from my job 





















SECTION TWO  
 
DIRECTION: Please read each of the following items and indicate whether you 
agree or disagree with each of the statement. Please indicate your choice by 




Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. I do not have enough time to 
perform quality job 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. I am ready to face any 
interruption while working 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. The amount of workload I am 
expected to do is reasonable 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I often need to work after hours 
to meet my work requirements 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Physical claims are required in 
completing my work 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. My workload has increased 
over the past 12 months 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. My work requires working hard 1 2 3 4 5 
8. My work requires working fast 1 2 3 4 5 
9. My work requires too much 
input from me 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I have enough time to complete 
my job 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. My work often make conflicting 
demands on me 




SECTION THREE  
 
DIRECTION: Please read each of the following items and indicate whether you 
agree or disagree with each of the statement. Please indicate your choice by circling 





Disagree Neutral Agree Stronly 
Agree 
1. My job allows me to make a 
lot of decision on my job  
1 2 3 4 5 
2. On my job, I have very little 
freedom to decide how I do 
my work 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I have a lot of influence about 
what happens on my job 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. My supervisor is concerned 
about the welfare of those 
under them   
1 2 3 4 5 
5. My supervisor pays attention 
to what I am saying 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. My supervisor is helpful in 
getting the job done  
1 2 3 4 5 
7. My supervisor is successful in 
getting people to work 
together  
1 2 3 4 5 
8. People I work with are 
competent in doing their jobs  
1 2 3 4 5 
9. People I work with take a 
personal interest in me  
1 2 3 4 5 





Disagree Neutral Agree Stronly 
Agree 
11. When needed, my colleagues 
will help me  
1 2 3 4 5 
12. I receive enough information 
from my supervisor about my 
job performance 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I receive enough feedback 
from my supervisor on how 
well I am doing  
1 2 3 4 5 
14. There is enough opportunity 
in my job to find out on how I 
am doing 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I know how well I am 
performing on my job interfere 
my ability to perform work  


























This part contains few demographic information pertaining to yourself. Please tick (√) 
in the box or write your response in the space provided 
 
1. My Gender: 
  Male  Female 
 
2. My Age: 
Please specify: __________________ years old 
 
3. My Marital Status: 
  Single  Married  Divorced / Widowed / Separated 
 
4. My Highest Education Qualification: ________________ 
 
 
5. My Monthly Salary: 
  Below RM1000  RM 1001 – RM 2000   
  RM 2001 – RM 3000  RM 3001 – RM 4000   












6. Number of years with current organization: 
 
Less than one year  4 – 7 years 
 
1 – 3 years  More than 7 years 
 
7. Number of years in current position: 
 
Less tha one year  4 - 7 years 
 
1 - 3 years  More than 7 years 
 
8. My current position: _________________ 
 
9. My current position grade: _________________ 
 
-THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY- 












Responden yang dihormati, 
 
 
Terima kasih di atas persetujuan anda untuk menyertai kajian ini.  
 
Saya amat menghargai sekiranya anda dapat menjawab soalan dengan 
berhati-hati kerana maklumat yang anda beri akan mempengaruhi 
ketepatan dan kejayaan kajian ini. Ia akan mengambil masa tidak lebih 
daripada 30 minit untuk menyiapkan soal selidik ini. Kesemua jawapan 
akan dianggap sebagai betul-betul sulit dan hanya akan digunakan 
untuk tujuan kajian ini sahaja. 
 
Sekiranya anda mempunyai apa-apa persoalan berkenaan dengan 
kajian ini, anda boleh kemukakan kepada saya seperti alamat di bawah. 
 
Terima kasih di atas kerjasama yang diberi dan masa yang diambil 





Siti Mawarni Binti Zainal (s813471) 
Pelajar Sarjana Pengurusan Sumber Manusia 
Pusat Pengajian Pengurusan Perniagaan 
Universiti Utara Malaysia  
Email: ctmawarni_zainal@yahoo.com 
 





ARAHAN: Sila baca setiap pernyataan di bawah dan nyatakan samada anda 
bersetuju atau tidak bersetuju dengan setiap penyertaan berikut. Sila nyatakan 






Neutral Setuju Sangat 
setuju 
1. Semasa bekerja, saya berasa 
penuh bertenaga 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Semasa bekerja, saya berasa 
kuat dan bertenaga 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Apabila saya bangun pada 
waktu pagi, saya berasa 
ingin ke tempat kerja 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Saya boleh bekerja dalam 
tempoh yang lama pada 
satu-satu masa  
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Semasa bekerja, saya 
sangat berdaya tahan dari 
segi mental  
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Saya sering gigih bekerja 
walaupun apabila ada 
perkara yang tidak dijangka 
berlaku  
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Saya dapati kerja yang saya 
lakukan adalah bermakna 
dan mempunyai tujuan  
1 2 3 4 5 
8. Saya sangat bersemangat 
terhadap pekerjaan saya  
1 2 3 4 5 
9. Pekerjaan saya memberi 
inspirasi kepada saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. Saya bangga dengan kerja 
yang saya lakukan  
1 2 3 4 5 
11. Bagi saya, pekerjaan saya 
sangat mencabar 
1 2 3 4 5 







Neutral Setuju Sangat 
setuju 
12. Masa berlalu terlalu pantas 
ketika saya bekerja  
1 2 3 4 5 
13. Apabila sedang bekerja, saya 
terlupa apa yang berlaku di 
sekeliling saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Saya berasa gembira apabila 
gigih bekerja  
1 2 3 4 5 
15. Saya sangat tekun apabila 
bekerja  
1 2 3 4 5 
16. Saya terbawa-bawa apabila 
saya bekerja  
1 2 3 4 5 
17. Adalah sukar bagi saya untuk 
pisahkan diri dengan kerja 
saya  
1 2 3 4 5 
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SEKSYEN DUA   
 
ARAHAN: Sila baca setiap pernyataan di bawah dan nyatakan samada anda 
bersetuju atau tidak bersetuju dengan setiap penyertaan berikut. Sila nyatakan 






Neutral Setuju  Sangat 
setuju 
1. Dengan beban kerja yang saya 
ada, saya tidak mempunyai 
masa yang cukup untuk 
melakukan kerja-kerja saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Saya sedia menghadapi 
sebarang gangguan semasa 
bekerja 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Jumlah tanggungjawab kerja 
yang dijangka dilakukan adalah 
munasabah 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Saya sering perlu bekerja 
selepas waktu bekerja bagi 
memenuhi keperluan kerja saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Tuntutan fizikal adalah 
diperlukan dalam menyiapkan 
kerja saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Beban kerja saya telah 
meningkat sejak 12 bulan yang 
lepas 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Kerja saya memerlukan saya 
untuk bekerja keras 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. Kerja saya memerlukan saya  
untuk bekerja dengan pantas 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. Kerja saya memerlukan banyak 
input dari saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. Saya mempunyai masa yang 
cukup untuk menyiapkan kerja 
saya 
1 2 3 4 5 







Neutral Setuju  Sangat 
setuju 
11. Kerja saya sering menimbulkan 
konflik kepada saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
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SEKSYEN TIGA   
 
ARAHAN: Sila baca setiap pernyataan di bawah dan nyatakan samada anda 
bersetuju atau tidak bersetuju dengan setiap penyertaan berikut. Sila nyatakan 






Neutral Setuju Sangat 
setuju 
1. Pekerjaan saya membolehkan 
saya membuat banyak 
keputusan secara sendiri  
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Semasa bekerja, saya tidak 
mempunyai kebebasan untuk 
menentukan cara bagaimana 
saya membuat kerja 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Saya mempunyai pengaruh 
yang banyak terhadap apa 
yang berlaku terhadap 
pekerjaan saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Penyelia saya mengambil 
berat tentang kebajikan 
pekerja di bawahnya  
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Penyelia saya memberi 
perhatian kepada apa yang 
saya katakan 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Penyelia saya sangat 
membantu dalam memastikan 
kerja dapat disiapkan  
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Penyelia saya berjaya 
membuatkan orang lain 
bekerja bersama-sama  
1 2 3 4 5 
8. Mereka yang bekerja bersama 
saya sangat cekap dalam 
melakukan kerja mereka  
1 2 3 4 5 
9. Mereka yang bekerja bersama 
saya mengambil berat tentang 
saya  
1 2 3 4 5 







Neutral Setuju Sangat 
setuju 
10. Mereka yang bekerja bersama 
saya sangat mesra 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. Apabila diperlukan, rakan 
sekerja saya akan membantu 
saya  
1 2 3 4 5 
12. Saya menerima maklumat 
yang mencukupi daripada 
penyelia tentang prestasi kerja 
saya 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. Saya menerima makIumbalas 
yang mencukupi daripada 
penyelia tentang bagaimana 
bagusnya saya dalam 
melakukan kerja saya  
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Terdapat banyak peluang 
dalam pekerjaan saya untuk 
mengetahui bagaimana saya 
lakukan kerja 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. Saya tahu bagaimana 
bagusnya saya dalam 
melaksanakan kerja saya  
1 2 3 4 5 
 






Bahagian ini mengandungi beberapa maklumat demografi anda. Sila tandakan ( √ ) 
dalam kotak atau menulis maklumbalas anda di ruang yang disediakan. 
 
1. Gender saya: 
  Lelaki  Perempuan 
 
2. Umur saya: 
Sila nyatakan: __________________tahun 
 
3. Status perkahwinan saya: 
  Bujang  Berkahwin  Bercerai / Berpisah / Balu 
 
4. Tahap pendidikan tertinggi saya: ________________ 
 
 
5. Gaji bulanan saya: 
  Bawah RM1000  RM 1001 – RM 2000   
  RM 2001 – RM 3000  RM 3001 – RM 4000   
  RM 4001 – RM 5000  Lebih dari RM 5001   
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6. Jumlah tahun bersama organisasi sekarang: 
 
Kurang dari setahun  4 – 7 tahun 
 
1 – 3 tahun  Lebih dari 7 tahun 
 
7. Jumlah tahun dalam jawatan sekarang: 
 
Kurang dari setahun  4 - 7 tahun 
 
1 - 3 tahun  Lebih dari 7 tahun 
 
8. Jawatan sekarang: _________________ 
 
9. Gred jawatan: _________________ 
 
------TERIMA KASIH DI ATAS KERJASAMA YANG DIBERIKAN----- 
 
 





Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:18:03 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S2Q1 S2Q4 S2Q5 
S2Q6 S2Q2n S2Q3n 
  /SCALE('Workload') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.015 




Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 
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Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.720 .717 6 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S2Q1 3.3500 .93330 20 
S2Q4 3.1500 .93330 20 
S2Q5 3.9500 .82558 20 
S2Q6 3.4500 .88704 20 
S2Q2n 2.8000 .89443 20 
S2Q3n 2.7000 .92338 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S2Q1 S2Q4 S2Q5 S2Q6 S2Q2n S2Q3n 
S2Q1 1.000 .420 .161 .499 -.227 .495 
S2Q4 .420 1.000 .420 .804 -.025 .544 
S2Q5 .161 .420 1.000 .535 -.014 .048 
S2Q6 .499 .804 .535 1.000 .119 .623 
S2Q2n -.227 -.025 -.014 .119 1.000 .051 
S2Q3n .495 .544 .048 .623 .051 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .297 -.227 .804 1.031 -3.543 .085 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 6 
 
 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S2Q1 16.0500 8.997 .407 .390 .695 
S2Q4 16.2500 7.671 .697 .666 .599 
S2Q5 15.4500 9.734 .336 .431 .713 
S2Q6 15.9500 7.208 .872 .804 .543 
S2Q2n 16.6000 11.516 -.028 .182 .809 
S2Q3n 16.7000 8.326 .557 .533 .648 
 
Scale Statistics 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 



















Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:20:56 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S2Q7 S2Q8 S2Q9 
S2Q11 S2Q10n 
  /SCALE('Work Pressure') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.000 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.000 
 
Scale: Work Pressure 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 
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Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.557 .545 5 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S2Q7 3.8500 .98809 20 
S2Q8 3.8000 1.00525 20 
S2Q9 3.8500 .74516 20 
S2Q11 2.5000 .88852 20 
S2Q10n 2.7500 1.01955 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S2Q7 S2Q8 S2Q9 S2Q11 S2Q10n 
S2Q7 1.000 .763 .611 .390 -.039 
S2Q8 .763 1.000 .520 .059 .000 
S2Q9 .611 .520 1.000 -.199 -.606 
S2Q11 .390 .059 -.199 1.000 .436 
S2Q10n -.039 .000 -.606 .436 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .193 -.606 .763 1.369 -1.259 .169 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 5 
 
 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S2Q7 12.9000 3.884 .776 .831 .168 
S2Q8 12.9500 4.471 .565 .682 .331 
S2Q9 12.9000 6.832 .127 .760 .589 
S2Q11 14.2500 5.776 .308 .570 .507 
S2Q10n 14.0000 7.053 -.039 .574 .703 
 
Scale Statistics 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 




















Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:24:15 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q1 S3Q2n S3Q3 
  /SCALE('Autonomy') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.015 





Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in 
the procedure. 
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Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 






Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Itemsa N of Items 
-.634 -.657 3 
a. The value is negative due to a negative 
average covariance among items. This violates 
reliability model assumptions. You may want to 
check item codings. 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q1 3.2000 1.10501 20 
S3Q2n 3.1500 .98809 20 
S3Q3 3.4000 .88258 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q1 S3Q2n S3Q3 
S3Q1 1.000 -.463 .561 
S3Q2n -.463 1.000 -.555 
S3Q3 .561 -.555 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations -.152 -.555 .561 1.116 -1.011 .307 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 3 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q1 6.5500 .787 .043 .348 -2.462a 
S3Q2n 6.6000 3.095 -.569 .342 .707 
S3Q3 6.3500 1.187 .066 .426 -1.703a 
a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability 
model assumptions. You may want to check item codings. 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 





Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:24:58 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q4 S3Q5 S3Q6 
S3Q7 S3Q8 S3Q9 S3Q10 S3Q11 
  /SCALE('Social Support') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.000 








Appendix C – Reliability for pilot test 
106 
 
Scale: Social Support 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.898 .898 8 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q4 4.00 .795 20 
S3Q5 3.75 .851 20 
S3Q6 3.85 .875 20 
S3Q7 3.95 .887 20 
S3Q8 3.85 .813 20 
S3Q9 3.80 .768 20 
S3Q10 4.00 .649 20 
S3Q11 4.05 .686 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q4 S3Q5 S3Q6 S3Q7 S3Q8 S3Q9 S3Q10 S3Q11 
S3Q4 1.000 .701 .832 .747 .570 .431 .510 .386 
S3Q5 .701 1.000 .513 .471 .171 .161 .286 .023 
S3Q6 .832 .513 1.000 .871 .707 .501 .463 .364 
S3Q7 .747 .471 .871 1.000 .719 .603 .549 .437 
S3Q8 .570 .171 .707 .719 1.000 .540 .499 .675 
S3Q9 .431 .161 .501 .603 .540 1.000 .634 .719 
S3Q10 .510 .286 .463 .549 .499 .634 1.000 .591 
S3Q11 .386 .023 .364 .437 .675 .719 .591 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .524 .023 .871 .849 38.661 .040 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 8 
 
 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q4 27.25 17.566 .806 .829 .873 
S3Q5 27.50 19.632 .426 .596 .910 
S3Q6 27.40 16.884 .823 .866 .871 
S3Q7 27.30 16.642 .848 .820 .868 
S3Q8 27.40 17.937 .722 .756 .881 
S3Q9 27.45 18.682 .647 .684 .888 
S3Q10 27.25 19.461 .644 .513 .889 
S3Q11 27.20 19.642 .568 .746 .895 
 
Scale Statistics 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
31.25 23.566 4.854 8 
 
 






Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:25:33 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q12 S3Q13 S3Q14 
S3Q15 
  /SCALE('Performance Feedback') 
ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.015 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.016 
 
 
Scale: Performance Feedback 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 








Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 






Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.829 .830 4 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q12 4.05 .686 20 
S3Q13 3.80 .834 20 
S3Q14 3.60 .821 20 
S3Q15 3.70 .801 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q12 S3Q13 S3Q14 S3Q15 
S3Q12 1.000 .846 .131 .603 
S3Q13 .846 1.000 .415 .693 
S3Q14 .131 .415 1.000 .608 
S3Q15 .603 .693 .608 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .550 .131 .846 .716 6.471 .056 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 4 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q12 11.10 4.305 .625 .801 .800 
S3Q13 11.35 3.397 .802 .812 .711 
S3Q14 11.55 4.366 .442 .558 .879 
S3Q15 11.45 3.524 .794 .650 .717 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 





Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:26:22 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S1Q1 S1Q2 S1Q3 
S1Q4 S1Q5 S1Q6 S1Q7 S1Q8 S1Q9 
S1Q10 S1Q11 S1Q12 S1Q13 S1Q14 
S1Q15 S1Q16 S1Q17 
  /SCALE('Work Engagement') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.031 
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Scale: Work Engagement 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 






Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.924 .929 17 
 
 




 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S1Q1 4.00 .725 20 
S1Q2 3.85 .745 20 
S1Q3 3.80 .696 20 
S1Q4 3.55 1.146 20 
S1Q5 3.65 .875 20 
S1Q6 3.75 .910 20 
S1Q7 4.20 .616 20 
S1Q8 4.20 .696 20 
S1Q9 4.15 .745 20 
S1Q10 4.20 .696 20 
S1Q11 4.15 .813 20 
S1Q12 4.20 .768 20 
S1Q13 3.65 1.040 20 
S1Q14 3.90 .718 20 
S1Q15 4.10 .788 20 
S1Q16 3.20 .834 20 
S1Q17 3.25 .910 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S1Q1 S1Q2 S1Q3 S1Q4 S1Q5 S1Q6 S1Q7 S1Q8 
S1Q1 1.000 .876 .626 .633 .415 .478 .825 .626 
S1Q2 .876 1.000 .650 .718 .642 .718 .757 .670 
S1Q3 .626 .650 1.000 .343 .484 .415 .713 .739 
S1Q4 .633 .718 .343 1.000 .727 .744 .433 .449 
S1Q5 .415 .642 .484 .727 1.000 .611 .332 .553 
S1Q6 .478 .718 .415 .744 .611 1.000 .470 .249 
S1Q7 .825 .757 .713 .433 .332 .470 1.000 .639 
S1Q8 .626 .670 .739 .449 .553 .249 .639 1.000 
S1Q9 .682 .801 .670 .576 .650 .524 .620 .751 
S1Q10 .521 .670 .522 .251 .380 .332 .639 .565 
S1Q11 .089 .126 -.037 .189 .004 .480 .147 -.242 
S1Q12 .378 .699 .276 .467 .580 .753 .356 .217 
S1Q13 .349 .404 .262 .347 .205 .514 .280 -.044 
S1Q14 .505 .659 .590 .326 .444 .443 .405 .569 
S1Q15 .552 .654 .518 .286 .282 .257 .608 .729 
S1Q16 .261 .390 .436 .485 .462 .624 .123 .200 
S1Q17 .637 .679 .332 .618 .314 .651 .470 .332 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S1Q9 S1Q10 S1Q11 S1Q12 S1Q13 S1Q14 S1Q15 
S1Q1 .682 .521 .089 .378 .349 .505 .552 
S1Q2 .801 .670 .126 .699 .404 .659 .654 
S1Q3 .670 .522 -.037 .276 .262 .590 .518 
S1Q4 .576 .251 .189 .467 .347 .326 .286 
S1Q5 .650 .380 .004 .580 .205 .444 .282 
S1Q6 .524 .332 .480 .753 .514 .443 .257 
S1Q7 .620 .639 .147 .356 .280 .405 .608 
S1Q8 .751 .565 -.242 .217 -.044 .569 .729 
S1Q9 1.000 .650 .048 .497 .071 .718 .600 
S1Q10 .650 1.000 -.056 .414 .102 .358 .633 
S1Q11 .048 -.056 1.000 .371 .314 .117 -.107 
S1Q12 .497 .414 .371 1.000 .488 .515 .400 
S1Q13 .071 .102 .314 .488 1.000 .162 .045 
S1Q14 .718 .358 .117 .515 .162 1.000 .577 
S1Q15 .600 .633 -.107 .400 .045 .577 1.000 
S1Q16 .288 .109 .342 .345 .389 .387 .048 
S1Q17 .485 .166 .445 .527 .375 .443 .403 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S1Q16 S1Q17 
S1Q1 .261 .637 
S1Q2 .390 .679 
S1Q3 .436 .332 
S1Q4 .485 .618 
S1Q5 .462 .314 
S1Q6 .624 .651 
S1Q7 .123 .470 
S1Q8 .200 .332 
S1Q9 .288 .485 
S1Q10 .109 .166 
S1Q11 .342 .445 
S1Q12 .345 .527 
S1Q13 .389 .375 
S1Q14 .387 .443 
S1Q15 .048 .403 
S1Q16 1.000 .277 
S1Q17 .277 1.000 
 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .436 -.242 .876 1.118 -3.621 .049 
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Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 17 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S1Q1 61.80 76.905 .769 . .916 
S1Q2 61.95 74.576 .939 . .912 
S1Q3 62.00 78.526 .666 . .919 
S1Q4 62.25 72.092 .710 . .918 
S1Q5 62.15 76.450 .654 . .919 
S1Q6 62.05 74.050 .788 . .915 
S1Q7 61.60 79.200 .697 . .919 
S1Q8 61.60 79.200 .609 . .920 
S1Q9 61.65 76.555 .775 . .916 
S1Q10 61.60 80.042 .538 . .922 
S1Q11 61.65 83.292 .220 . .930 
S1Q12 61.60 77.411 .683 . .918 
S1Q13 62.15 78.871 .393 . .928 
S1Q14 61.90 78.516 .643 . .919 
S1Q15 61.70 78.853 .554 . .921 
S1Q16 62.60 79.305 .486 . .923 
S1Q17 62.55 75.839 .665 . .918 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 





Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:32:37 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q1 S3Q2n S3Q3 
  /SCALE('Autonomy') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.016 











Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 






Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Itemsa N of Items 
-.634 -.657 3 
a. The value is negative due to a negative 
average covariance among items. This violates 
reliability model assumptions. You may want to 
check item codings. 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q1 3.2000 1.10501 20 
S3Q2n 3.1500 .98809 20 
S3Q3 3.4000 .88258 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q1 S3Q2n S3Q3 
S3Q1 1.000 -.463 .561 
S3Q2n -.463 1.000 -.555 
S3Q3 .561 -.555 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations -.152 -.555 .561 1.116 -1.011 .307 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 3 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q1 6.5500 .787 .043 .348 -2.462a 
S3Q2n 6.6000 3.095 -.569 .342 .707 
S3Q3 6.3500 1.187 .066 .426 -1.703a 
a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates reliability 
model assumptions. You may want to check item codings. 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 




Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:33:15 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\Pilot 
Test\merged QsPilotTest without work 
life balance.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
20 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q1 S3Q3 S3Q2 
  /SCALE('Autonomy without recode') 
ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.015 













Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 20 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 20 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.762 .769 3 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q1 3.20 1.105 20 
S3Q3 3.40 .883 20 
S3Q2 2.85 .988 20 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q1 S3Q3 S3Q2 
S3Q1 1.000 .561 .463 
S3Q3 .561 1.000 .555 
S3Q2 .463 .555 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .526 .463 .561 .098 1.213 .002 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 3 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q1 6.25 2.724 .577 .348 .711 
S3Q3 6.05 3.208 .653 .426 .630 
S3Q2 6.60 3.095 .569 .342 .707 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 











Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:56:45 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Matrix Input C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S1Q1 S1Q2 S1Q3 
S1Q4 S1Q5 S1Q6 S1Q7 S1Q8 S1Q9 
S1Q10 S1Q11 S1Q12 S1Q13 S1Q14 
S1Q15 S1Q16 S1Q17 
  /SCALE('Work Engagement') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.016 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.016 
 
Scale: Work Engagement 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 163 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 163 100.0 
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 
 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.920 .924 17 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S1Q1 3.80 .668 163 
S1Q2 3.67 .648 163 
S1Q3 3.61 .724 163 
S1Q4 3.48 .898 163 
S1Q5 3.56 .658 163 
S1Q6 3.57 .778 163 
S1Q7 3.99 .657 163 
S1Q8 3.94 .650 163 
S1Q9 3.87 .713 163 
S1Q10 4.10 .654 163 
S1Q11 3.88 .757 163 
S1Q12 3.98 .741 163 
S1Q13 3.34 .925 163 
S1Q14 3.83 .615 163 
S1Q15 3.87 .730 163 
S1Q16 3.13 .763 163 
S1Q17 3.06 .767 163 
 




Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S1Q1 S1Q2 S1Q3 S1Q4 S1Q5 S1Q6 S1Q7 S1Q8 
S1Q1 1.000 .842 .588 .483 .486 .461 .627 .599 
S1Q2 .842 1.000 .550 .553 .499 .487 .584 .571 
S1Q3 .588 .550 1.000 .427 .559 .510 .561 .570 
S1Q4 .483 .553 .427 1.000 .527 .538 .449 .469 
S1Q5 .486 .499 .559 .527 1.000 .610 .487 .434 
S1Q6 .461 .487 .510 .538 .610 1.000 .509 .429 
S1Q7 .627 .584 .561 .449 .487 .509 1.000 .721 
S1Q8 .599 .571 .570 .469 .434 .429 .721 1.000 
S1Q9 .567 .548 .571 .407 .459 .445 .708 .717 
S1Q10 .515 .504 .518 .418 .393 .502 .721 .653 
S1Q11 .258 .235 .310 .147 .158 .334 .295 .313 
S1Q12 .429 .501 .447 .412 .389 .415 .507 .433 
S1Q13 .173 .263 .258 .296 .207 .318 .230 .134 
S1Q14 .486 .522 .486 .275 .287 .348 .514 .517 
S1Q15 .566 .548 .453 .444 .397 .489 .537 .596 
S1Q16 .148 .249 .316 .269 .137 .260 .126 .139 
S1Q17 .386 .351 .399 .342 .237 .365 .308 .230 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S1Q9 S1Q10 S1Q11 S1Q12 S1Q13 S1Q14 S1Q15 
S1Q1 .567 .515 .258 .429 .173 .486 .566 
S1Q2 .548 .504 .235 .501 .263 .522 .548 
S1Q3 .571 .518 .310 .447 .258 .486 .453 
S1Q4 .407 .418 .147 .412 .296 .275 .444 
S1Q5 .459 .393 .158 .389 .207 .287 .397 
S1Q6 .445 .502 .334 .415 .318 .348 .489 
S1Q7 .708 .721 .295 .507 .230 .514 .537 
S1Q8 .717 .653 .313 .433 .134 .517 .596 
S1Q9 1.000 .771 .407 .510 .227 .555 .585 
S1Q10 .771 1.000 .449 .616 .287 .537 .520 
S1Q11 .407 .449 1.000 .436 .207 .302 .252 
S1Q12 .510 .616 .436 1.000 .459 .535 .452 
S1Q13 .227 .287 .207 .459 1.000 .332 .313 
S1Q14 .555 .537 .302 .535 .332 1.000 .556 
S1Q15 .585 .520 .252 .452 .313 .556 1.000 
S1Q16 .224 .159 .240 .299 .339 .258 .230 
S1Q17 .342 .319 .289 .415 .422 .297 .378 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S1Q16 S1Q17 
S1Q1 .148 .386 
S1Q2 .249 .351 
S1Q3 .316 .399 
S1Q4 .269 .342 
S1Q5 .137 .237 
S1Q6 .260 .365 
S1Q7 .126 .308 
S1Q8 .139 .230 
S1Q9 .224 .342 
S1Q10 .159 .319 
S1Q11 .240 .289 
S1Q12 .299 .415 
S1Q13 .339 .422 
S1Q14 .258 .297 
S1Q15 .230 .378 
S1Q16 1.000 .429 
S1Q17 .429 1.000 
 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .419 .126 .842 .715 6.665 .022 
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Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S1Q1 58.90 59.916 .700 .777 .913 
S1Q2 59.03 59.906 .725 .768 .912 
S1Q3 59.09 59.319 .696 .563 .913 
S1Q4 59.21 58.589 .597 .489 .916 
S1Q5 59.13 61.204 .580 .542 .916 
S1Q6 59.13 59.162 .655 .555 .914 
S1Q7 58.71 59.787 .727 .685 .912 
S1Q8 58.75 60.223 .690 .677 .913 
S1Q9 58.83 58.983 .741 .722 .912 
S1Q10 58.60 59.786 .731 .726 .912 
S1Q11 58.82 62.015 .421 .326 .920 
S1Q12 58.72 59.315 .678 .566 .913 
S1Q13 59.36 60.786 .413 .348 .922 
S1Q14 58.87 61.199 .627 .508 .915 
S1Q15 58.83 59.452 .677 .542 .913 
S1Q16 59.57 62.703 .358 .317 .922 
S1Q17 59.64 60.837 .516 .410 .918 
 





Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 






Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:57:38 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S2Q1 S2Q2n S2Q3n 
S2Q4 S2Q5 S2Q6 
  /SCALE('Workload') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.000 











Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 163 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 163 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.535 .507 6 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S2Q1 3.2331 .84306 163 
S2Q2n 2.7730 .72265 163 
S2Q3n 2.6564 .78866 163 
S2Q4 3.0675 .90355 163 
S2Q5 3.4969 .81932 163 
S2Q6 3.4172 .88063 163 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S2Q1 S2Q2n S2Q3n S2Q4 S2Q5 S2Q6 
S2Q1 1.000 -.065 .158 .279 .216 .517 
S2Q2n -.065 1.000 .263 -.260 -.142 -.093 
S2Q3n .158 .263 1.000 .059 -.221 .217 
S2Q4 .279 -.260 .059 1.000 .438 .500 
S2Q5 .216 -.142 -.221 .438 1.000 .327 
S2Q6 .517 -.093 .217 .500 .327 1.000 
 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .146 -.260 .517 .777 -1.987 .063 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 6 
 
 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S2Q1 15.4110 5.095 .426 .275 .414 
S2Q2n 15.8712 7.310 -.104 .149 .635 
S2Q3n 15.9877 6.197 .155 .222 .545 
S2Q4 15.5767 4.999 .399 .376 .424 
S2Q5 15.1472 5.793 .244 .293 .506 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 


















Output Created 27-Mar-2018 09:59:54 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S2Q7 S2Q8 S2Q9 
S2Q10n S2Q11 
  /SCALE('Work Pressure') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.000 
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Scale: Work Pressure 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 163 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 163 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.648 .636 5 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S2Q7 3.2331 .89973 163 
S2Q8 3.5644 .85373 163 
S2Q9 3.5153 .80397 163 
S2Q10n 2.8098 .78215 163 
S2Q11 2.4785 .72297 163 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S2Q7 S2Q8 S2Q9 S2Q10n S2Q11 
S2Q7 1.000 .728 .499 .046 .264 
S2Q8 .728 1.000 .563 -.060 .280 
S2Q9 .499 .563 1.000 -.138 .125 
S2Q10n .046 -.060 -.138 1.000 .282 
S2Q11 .264 .280 .125 .282 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .259 -.138 .728 .865 -5.286 .073 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 5 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S2Q7 12.3681 3.839 .637 .553 .462 
S2Q8 12.0368 4.011 .630 .598 .472 
S2Q9 12.0859 4.783 .417 .349 .588 
S2Q10n 12.7914 6.154 .034 .128 .747 
S2Q11 13.1227 5.219 .349 .170 .619 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 





Output Created 27-Mar-2018 10:00:38 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q1 S3Q2 S3Q3 
  /SCALE('Autonomy') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.000 














Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 163 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 163 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 




 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q1 3.10 .869 163 
S3Q2 2.79 .837 163 
S3Q3 3.09 .784 163 
 
 
Appendix D – Reliability for actual data collection 
141 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q1 S3Q2 S3Q3 
S3Q1 1.000 .148 .394 
S3Q2 .148 1.000 .303 
S3Q3 .394 .303 1.000 
 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .282 .148 .394 .246 2.665 .012 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q1 5.88 1.713 .331 .156 .464 
S3Q2 6.19 1.908 .265 .093 .563 
S3Q3 5.88 1.672 .461 .217 .258 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 





Output Created 27-Mar-2018 10:01:24 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q4 S3Q5 S3Q6 
S3Q7 S3Q8 S3Q9 S3Q10 S3Q11 
  /SCALE('Social Support') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.000 
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Scale: Social Support 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 163 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 163 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.920 .920 8 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q4 3.57 .909 163 
S3Q5 3.59 .807 163 
S3Q6 3.58 .888 163 
S3Q7 3.53 .863 163 
S3Q8 3.66 .715 163 
S3Q9 3.66 .697 163 
S3Q10 3.79 .689 163 
S3Q11 3.84 .675 163 




Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q4 S3Q5 S3Q6 S3Q7 S3Q8 S3Q9 S3Q10 S3Q11 
S3Q4 1.000 .810 .840 .766 .427 .457 .447 .481 
S3Q5 .810 1.000 .862 .761 .471 .494 .478 .468 
S3Q6 .840 .862 1.000 .857 .444 .475 .473 .486 
S3Q7 .766 .761 .857 1.000 .459 .440 .438 .518 
S3Q8 .427 .471 .444 .459 1.000 .740 .568 .640 
S3Q9 .457 .494 .475 .440 .740 1.000 .749 .709 
S3Q10 .447 .478 .473 .438 .568 .749 1.000 .791 
S3Q11 .481 .468 .486 .518 .640 .709 .791 1.000 
 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .591 .427 .862 .435 2.020 .025 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 8 
 
 




 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q4 25.65 18.426 .773 .743 .906 
S3Q5 25.63 19.012 .799 .778 .904 
S3Q6 25.64 18.282 .819 .858 .902 
S3Q7 25.69 18.747 .775 .761 .906 
S3Q8 25.56 20.630 .638 .597 .916 
S3Q9 25.56 20.420 .695 .715 .912 
S3Q10 25.43 20.605 .672 .709 .914 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
















Output Created 27-Mar-2018 10:02:04 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=S3Q12 S3Q13 S3Q14 
S3Q15 
  /SCALE('Performance Feedback') 
ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL CORR. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.016 
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Scale: Performance Feedback 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 163 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 163 100.0 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.823 .820 4 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
S3Q12 3.63 .786 163 
S3Q13 3.48 .804 163 
S3Q14 3.48 .679 163 
S3Q15 3.49 .679 163 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 S3Q12 S3Q13 S3Q14 S3Q15 
S3Q12 1.000 .806 .499 .415 
S3Q13 .806 1.000 .568 .432 
S3Q14 .499 .568 1.000 .478 
S3Q15 .415 .432 .478 1.000 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 
Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance 
Inter-Item Correlations .533 .415 .806 .391 1.941 .019 
 
Summary Item Statistics 
 N of Items 
Inter-Item Correlations 4 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
S3Q12 10.45 3.101 .721 .656 .741 
S3Q13 10.60 2.958 .763 .688 .719 
S3Q14 10.60 3.661 .613 .390 .793 
S3Q15 10.59 3.898 .506 .275 .836 
 
 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
14.08 5.716 2.391 4 
 





Output Created 21-Mar-2018 03:34:51 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\End-
User\Documents\Demographic.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data. 
Syntax FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Gender 






  /STATISTICS=STDDEV MINIMUM 
MAXIMUM MEAN MEDIAN 
SKEWNESS SESKEW KURTOSIS 
SEKURT 
  /HISTOGRAM NORMAL 
  /ORDER=ANALYSIS. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:02.137 
Elapsed Time 00:00:07.371 




















N Valid 163 163 163 163 
Missing 0 0 0 0 
Mean 1.69 2.44 1.90 3.10 
Median 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 
Std. Deviation .465 .916 .372 .904 
Skewness -.815 .241 -1.121 .210 
Std. Error of Skewness .190 .190 .190 .190 
Kurtosis -1.353 -.746 3.313 -.559 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .378 .378 .378 .378 
Minimum 1 1 1 1 
Maximum 2 4 3 5 
 
 













Present Position Current Position 
N Valid 163 163 163 163 
Missing 0 0 0 0 
Mean 4.19 3.02 3.27 1.81 
Median 4.00 3.00 4.00 2.00 
Std. Deviation 1.554 1.033 .923 .624 
Skewness -.152 -.581 -.945 .157 
Std. Error of Skewness .190 .190 .190 .190 
Kurtosis -1.437 -.964 -.296 -.534 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .378 .378 .378 .378 
Minimum 1 1 1 1 
Maximum 6 4 4 3 
 




 Current Grade Group Position 
N Valid 163 163 
Missing 0 0 
Mean 2.81 1.50 
Median 3.00 2.00 
Std. Deviation .624 .502 
Skewness .157 -.012 
Std. Error of Skewness .190 .190 
Kurtosis -.534 -2.025 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .378 .378 
Minimum 2 1 







Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Male 51 31.3 31.3 31.3 
Female 112 68.7 68.7 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
 
 





Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 18-30 23 14.1 14.1 14.1 
31-40 71 43.6 43.6 57.7 
41-50 44 27.0 27.0 84.7 
51-60 25 15.3 15.3 100.0 





Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Single 20 12.3 12.3 12.3 
Married 139 85.3 85.3 97.5 
Divorced/Widowed/Separate
d 
4 2.5 2.5 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Appendix E – Descriptive analysis 
155 
 
Highest Academic Qualification 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid SRP/PMR 2 1.2 1.2 1.2 
SPM/SPMV/Certificate 43 26.4 26.4 27.6 
STPM/Diploma/Advanced 
Diploma 
65 39.9 39.9 67.5 
Bachelor Degree 43 26.4 26.4 93.9 
Master/PhD 10 6.1 6.1 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Monthly Salary Received 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Below RM1000 2 1.2 1.2 1.2 
RM1001 - RM2000 27 16.6 16.6 17.8 
RM2001 - RM3000 38 23.3 23.3 41.1 
RM3001 - RM4000 19 11.7 11.7 52.8 
RM4001 - RM5000 25 15.3 15.3 68.1 
Above RM5000 52 31.9 31.9 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
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Years in Present Organization 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Less than 1 year 16 9.8 9.8 9.8 
1 - 3 years 37 22.7 22.7 32.5 
3 - 4 years 38 23.3 23.3 55.8 
More than 7 years 72 44.2 44.2 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Years in Present Position 
 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Less than 1 year 8 4.9 4.9 4.9 
1 - 3 years 29 17.8 17.8 22.7 
3 - 4 years 37 22.7 22.7 45.4 
More than 7 years 89 54.6 54.6 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
 
 





Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Executive / Administration / 
Management 
50 30.7 30.7 30.7 
Support Staff Level 1 94 57.7 57.7 88.3 
Support Staff Level 2 19 11.7 11.7 100.0 





Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 41 - 54 50 30.7 30.7 30.7 
19 - 40 94 57.7 57.7 88.3 
11 - 18 19 11.7 11.7 100.0 
Total 163 100.0 100.0  
 
 





Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Medical / Health Science / 
Dental 
81 49.7 49.7 49.7 
Management / 
Administration / IT / 
Engineering / Finance 
82 50.3 50.3 100.0 









































































Output Created 27-Mar-2018 12:13:41 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
dependent variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for the dependent 
variable or factor(s) being analyzed. 
Syntax EXAMINE 
VARIABLES=WorkEngMean 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
HISTOGRAM NPPLOT 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
EXTREME 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /NOTOTAL. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:01.484 
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Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
WorkEngMean 163 100.0% 0 .0% 163 100.0% 
 
Descriptives 
 Statistic Std. Error 
WorkEngMean Mean 3.6882 .03788 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 3.6134  
Upper Bound 3.7630  
5% Trimmed Mean 3.6748  
Median 3.7059  
Variance .234  
Std. Deviation .48367  
Minimum 2.71  
Maximum 5.00  
Range 2.29  
Interquartile Range .65  
Skewness .344 .190 
Kurtosis -.141 .378 
 
 




 Case Number Value 
WorkEngMean Highest 1 107 5.00 
2 29 4.88 
3 63 4.88 
4 15 4.71 
5 145 4.71a 
Lowest 1 66 2.71 
2 14 2.76 
3 143 2.82 
4 60 2.82 
5 80 2.88b 
a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 4.71 are shown in the 
table of upper extremes. 
b. Only a partial list of cases with the value 2.88 are shown in the 
table of lower extremes. 
 
 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
WorkEngMean .069 163 .053 .979 163 .016 












WorkEngMean Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
 
 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 
 
     2.00        2 .  77 
     6.00        2 .  888899 
    19.00        3 .  0000000000000111111 
    19.00        3 .  2222222222222233333 
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    26.00        3 .  44444444444445555555555555 
    24.00        3 .  666777777777777777777777 
    27.00        3 .  888888888888888888899999999 
    20.00        4 .  00000000000011111111 
     6.00        4 .  222233 
     5.00        4 .  55555 
     6.00        4 .  666777 
     3.00 Extremes    (>=4.9) 
 
 Stem width:      1.00 







































Output Created 27-Mar-2018 12:18:07 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
dependent variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for the dependent 
variable or factor(s) being analyzed. 
Syntax EXAMINE 
VARIABLES=WorkloadMean 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
HISTOGRAM NPPLOT 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
EXTREME 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /NOTOTAL. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.922 
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Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 




 Statistic Std. Error 
WorkloadMean Mean 3.1074 .03558 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 3.0371  
Upper Bound 3.1776  
5% Trimmed Mean 3.1110  
Median 3.0000  
Variance .206  
Std. Deviation .45424  
Minimum 1.83  
Maximum 4.50  
Range 2.67  
Interquartile Range .67  
Skewness .027 .190 
Kurtosis .283 .378 
 
 




 Case Number Value 
WorkloadMean Highest 1 126 4.50 
2 147 4.17 
3 52 4.00 
4 93 4.00 
5 163 4.00 
Lowest 1 128 1.83 
2 63 1.83 
3 6 2.00 
4 134 2.17 
5 18 2.17 
 
 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
WorkloadMean .121 163 .000 .981 163 .022 











WorkloadMean Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
 
 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 
 
     2.00 Extremes    (=<1.8) 
     3.00        2 .  011 
     3.00        2 .  333 
     8.00        2 .  55555555 
    17.00        2 .  66666666666666666 
    20.00        2 .  88888888888888888888 
    54.00        3 .  000000000000000000000000000000000111111111111111111111 
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    13.00        3 .  3333333333333 
    16.00        3 .  5555555555555555 
    14.00        3 .  66666666666666 
     8.00        3 .  88888888 
     4.00        4 .  0001 
     1.00 Extremes    (>=4.5) 
 
 Stem width:      1.00 




































Output Created 27-Mar-2018 12:20:19 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
dependent variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for the dependent 
variable or factor(s) being analyzed. 
Syntax EXAMINE 
VARIABLES=WorkPressMean 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
HISTOGRAM NPPLOT 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
EXTREME 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /NOTOTAL. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.875 
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Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
WorkPressMean 163 100.0% 0 .0% 163 100.0% 
 
Descriptives 
 Statistic Std. Error 
WorkPressMean Mean 3.1202 .04114 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 3.0390  
Upper Bound 3.2015  
5% Trimmed Mean 3.1182  
Median 3.0000  
Variance .276  
Std. Deviation .52519  
Minimum 1.60  
Maximum 4.40  
Range 2.80  
Interquartile Range .80  
Skewness .094 .190 
Kurtosis -.013 .378 
 
 




 Case Number Value 
WorkPressMean Highest 1 126 4.40 
2 156 4.40 
3 51 4.20 
4 154 4.20 
5 162 4.20a 
Lowest 1 128 1.60 
2 27 1.80 
3 53 2.00 
4 36 2.00 
5 96 2.20b 
a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 4.20 are shown in the table 
of upper extremes. 
b. Only a partial list of cases with the value 2.20 are shown in the table 
of lower extremes. 
 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
WorkPressMean .137 163 .000 .977 163 .009 











WorkPressMean Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
 
 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 
 
      .00        1 . 
     1.00        1 .  6 
     1.00        1 .  8 
     2.00        2 .  00 
     2.00        2 .  22 
    13.00        2 .  4444444444444 
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    12.00        2 .  666666666666 
    23.00        2 .  88888888888888888888888 
    35.00        3 .  00000000000000000000000000000000000 
    19.00        3 .  2222222222222222222 
    12.00        3 .  444444444444 
    23.00        3 .  66666666666666666666666 
     5.00        3 .  88888 
     9.00        4 .  000000000 
     4.00        4 .  2222 
     2.00        4 .  44 
 
 Stem width:      1.00 









































Output Created 27-Mar-2018 12:21:11 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
dependent variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for the dependent 
variable or factor(s) being analyzed. 
Syntax EXAMINE 
VARIABLES=AutonomyMean 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
HISTOGRAM NPPLOT 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
EXTREME 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /NOTOTAL. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.906 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.906 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
AutonomyMean 163 100.0% 0 .0% 163 100.0% 
 
 




 Statistic Std. Error 
AutonomyMean Mean 2.9918 .04686 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 2.8993  
Upper Bound 3.0844  
5% Trimmed Mean 2.9705  
Median 3.0000  
Variance .358  
Std. Deviation .59830  
Minimum 1.00  
Maximum 5.00  
Range 4.00  
Interquartile Range .67  
Skewness .562 .190 
Kurtosis 1.970 .378 
 
 




 Case Number Value 
AutonomyMean Highest 1 154 5.00 
2 155 5.00 
3 163 5.00 
4 107 4.67 
5 29 4.33 
Lowest 1 22 1.00 
2 109 2.00 
3 100 2.00 
4 89 2.00 
5 78 2.00a 
a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 2.00 are shown in the 
table of lower extremes. 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
AutonomyMean .182 163 .000 .931 163 .000 












AutonomyMean Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
 
 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 
 
     1.00 Extremes    (=<1.0) 
    11.00        2 .  00000000000 
    17.00        2 .  33333333333333333 
      .00        2 . 
    30.00        2 .  666666666666666666666666666666 
      .00        2 . 
    53.00        3 .  00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
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    28.00        3 .  3333333333333333333333333333 
      .00        3 . 
    10.00        3 .  6666666666 
      .00        3 . 
     8.00        4 .  00000000 
     1.00        4 .  3 
     4.00 Extremes    (>=4.7) 
 
 Stem width:      1.00 

































Output Created 27-Mar-2018 12:22:04 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
dependent variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for the dependent 
variable or factor(s) being analyzed. 
Syntax EXAMINE VARIABLES=SocSptMean 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
HISTOGRAM NPPLOT 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
EXTREME 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /NOTOTAL. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.843 
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Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 




 Statistic Std. Error 
SocSptMean Mean 3.6526 .04923 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 3.5554  
Upper Bound 3.7498  
5% Trimmed Mean 3.6650  
Median 3.7500  
Variance .395  
Std. Deviation .62854  
Minimum 1.00  
Maximum 5.00  
Range 4.00  
Interquartile Range .75  
Skewness -.503 .190 
Kurtosis 1.412 .378 
 
 




 Case Number Value 
SocSptMean Highest 1 19 5.00 
2 24 5.00 
3 120 5.00 
4 149 5.00 
5 15 4.88a 
Lowest 1 78 1.00 
2 51 2.00 
3 38 2.13 
4 70 2.38 
5 39 2.38 
a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 4.88 are shown in the 
table of upper extremes. 
 
 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
SocSptMean .121 163 .000 .964 163 .000 











SocSptMean Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
 
 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 
 
     2.00 Extremes    (=<2.0) 
     1.00        2 .  1 
     2.00        2 .  33 
     3.00        2 .  555 
     3.00        2 .  667 
     1.00        2 .  8 
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    26.00        3 .  00000000000000000000011111 
    19.00        3 .  2222222333333333333 
    11.00        3 .  55555555555 
    22.00        3 .  6666666666666777777777 
     6.00        3 .  888888 
    45.00        4 .  000000000000000000000000000000000001111111111 
     6.00        4 .  222223 
     4.00        4 .  5555 
     6.00        4 .  666677 
     2.00        4 .  88 
     4.00        5 .  0000 
 
 Stem width:      1.00 









































Output Created 27-Mar-2018 12:22:57 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
dependent variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases with no 
missing values for the dependent 
variable or factor(s) being analyzed. 
Syntax EXAMINE 
VARIABLES=PerfFeedMean 
  /PLOT BOXPLOT STEMLEAF 
HISTOGRAM NPPLOT 
  /COMPARE GROUPS 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
EXTREME 
  /CINTERVAL 95 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /NOTOTAL. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:01.157 
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Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 




 Statistic Std. Error 
PerfFeedMean Mean 3.5199 .04682 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Lower Bound 3.4275  
Upper Bound 3.6124  
5% Trimmed Mean 3.5290  
Median 3.5000  
Variance .357  
Std. Deviation .59769  
Minimum 1.50  
Maximum 5.00  
Range 3.50  
Interquartile Range 1.00  
Skewness -.202 .190 
Kurtosis .381 .378 
 
 




 Case Number Value 
PerfFeedMean Highest 1 15 5.00 
2 59 5.00 
3 19 4.75 
4 29 4.75 
5 24 4.50a 
Lowest 1 78 1.50 
2 70 1.75 
3 141 2.25 
4 111 2.25 
5 38 2.25 
a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 4.50 are shown in the 
table of upper extremes. 
 
 
Tests of Normality 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
PerfFeedMean .133 163 .000 .958 163 .000 











PerfFeedMean Stem-and-Leaf Plot 
 
 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 
 
      .00        1 . 
     2.00        1 .  57 
     3.00        2 .  222 
     7.00        2 .  5555777 
    55.00        3 .  0000000000000000000000000000000000000000022222222222222 
    44.00        3 .  55555555555555555555577777777777777777777777 
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    39.00        4 .  000000000000000000000000000000000022222 
    11.00        4 .  55555555577 
     2.00        5 .  00 
 
 Stem width:      1.00 
























Output Created 27-Mar-2018 10:25:47 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Documents\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each pair of variables are 
based on all the cases with valid data 
for that pair. 
Syntax CORRELATIONS 




  /PRINT=TWOTAIL NOSIG 
  /STATISTICS DESCRIPTIVES 
  /MISSING=PAIRWISE. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.015 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.031 
 





 Mean Std. Deviation N 
WorkEngMean 3.6882 .48367 163 
WorkloadMean 3.1074 .45424 163 
WorkPressMean 3.1202 .52519 163 
AutonomyMean 2.9918 .59830 163 
SocSptMean 3.6526 .62854 163 
PerfFeedMean 3.5199 .59769 163 
 
 








WorkEngMean Pearson Correlation 1 .232** .286** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .003 .000 
N 163 163 163 
WorkloadMean Pearson Correlation .232** 1 .661** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .003  .000 
N 163 163 163 
WorkPressMean Pearson Correlation .286** .661** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  
N 163 163 163 
AutonomyMean Pearson Correlation .331** .252** .269** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .001 
N 163 163 163 
SocSptMean Pearson Correlation .393** .023 .086 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .767 .274 
N 163 163 163 
PerfFeedMean Pearson Correlation .529** .067 .138 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .396 .079 
N 163 163 163 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 




 AutonomyMean SocSptMean PerfFeedMean 
WorkEngMean Pearson Correlation .331** .393** .529** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 
N 163 163 163 
WorkloadMean Pearson Correlation .252** .023 .067 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .767 .396 
N 163 163 163 
WorkPressMean Pearson Correlation .269** .086 .138 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .274 .079 
N 163 163 163 
AutonomyMean Pearson Correlation 1 .202** .264** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .010 .001 
N 163 163 163 
SocSptMean Pearson Correlation .202** 1 .766** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .010  .000 
N 163 163 163 
PerfFeedMean Pearson Correlation .264** .766** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000  
N 163 163 163 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 





Output Created 28-Mar-2018 09:35:50 
Comments   
Input Data C:\Users\User\Desktop\chapter 4 new 
without work life balance\merged 
Qsnew.sav 
Active Dataset DataSet1 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working Data 
File 
163 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 
Cases Used Correlation coefficients for each pair of 
variables are based on all the cases 
with valid data for that pair. Regression 
statistics are based on these 
correlations. 
Syntax REGRESSION 
  /DESCRIPTIVES MEAN STDDEV 
CORR SIG N 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS CI(95) 
R ANOVA COLLIN TOL CHANGE 
ZPP 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10) 
  /NOORIGIN 
  /DEPENDENT WorkEngMean 
  /METHOD=ENTER WorkloadMean 
WorkPressMean AutonomyMean 
SocSptMean PerfFeedMean 
  /SCATTERPLOT=(*ZRESID 
,*ZPRED) 
  /RESIDUALS DURBIN 
NORMPROB(ZRESID) 
  /CASEWISE PLOT(ZRESID) 
OUTLIERS(3) 
  /SAVE MAHAL COOK. 
 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.531 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.532 
Memory Required 4444 bytes 
Additional Memory Required 
for Residual Plots 
536 bytes 
Variables Created or 
Modified 
MAH_13 Mahalanobis Distance 









 Mean Std. Deviation N 
WorkEngMean 3.6882 .48367 163 
WorkloadMean 3.1074 .45424 163 
WorkPressMean 3.1202 .52519 163 
AutonomyMean 2.9918 .59830 163 
SocSptMean 3.6526 .62854 163 
PerfFeedMean 3.5199 .59769 163 
 
 








Pearson Correlation WorkEngMean 1.000 .232 .286 
WorkloadMean .232 1.000 .661 
WorkPressMean .286 .661 1.000 
AutonomyMean .331 .252 .269 
SocSptMean .393 .023 .086 
PerfFeedMean .529 .067 .138 
Sig. (1-tailed) WorkEngMean . .001 .000 
WorkloadMean .001 . .000 
WorkPressMean .000 .000 . 
AutonomyMean .000 .001 .000 
SocSptMean .000 .384 .137 
PerfFeedMean .000 .198 .040 
N WorkEngMean 163 163 163 
WorkloadMean 163 163 163 
WorkPressMean 163 163 163 
AutonomyMean 163 163 163 
SocSptMean 163 163 163 
PerfFeedMean 163 163 163 
 




 AutonomyMean SocSptMean PerfFeedMean 
Pearson Correlation WorkEngMean .331 .393 .529 
WorkloadMean .252 .023 .067 
WorkPressMean .269 .086 .138 
AutonomyMean 1.000 .202 .264 
SocSptMean .202 1.000 .766 
PerfFeedMean .264 .766 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) WorkEngMean .000 .000 .000 
WorkloadMean .001 .384 .198 
WorkPressMean .000 .137 .040 
AutonomyMean . .005 .000 
SocSptMean .005 . .000 
PerfFeedMean .000 .000 . 
N WorkEngMean 163 163 163 
WorkloadMean 163 163 163 
WorkPressMean 163 163 163 
AutonomyMean 163 163 163 
SocSptMean 163 163 163 
PerfFeedMean 163 163 163 
 
 

























a. All requested variables entered. 





R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 












1 .593a .352 .332 .39544 
a. Predictors: (Constant), PerfFeedMean, WorkloadMean, 
AutonomyMean, WorkPressMean, SocSptMean 
b. Dependent Variable: WorkEngMean 





Model Change Statistics 
Durbin-Watson 
R Square 











1 .352 17.069 5 157 .000 1.736 
 




Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 13.346 5 2.669 17.069 .000a 
Residual 24.551 157 .156   
Total 37.897 162    
a. Predictors: (Constant), PerfFeedMean, WorkloadMean, AutonomyMean, WorkPressMean, 
SocSptMean 
b. Dependent Variable: WorkEngMean 
 
 








t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 1.378 .291  4.729 .000 
WorkloadMean .080 .092 .075 .873 .384 
WorkPressMean .120 .080 .130 1.502 .135 
AutonomyMean .124 .056 .154 2.228 .027 
SocSptMean -.014 .077 -.018 -.180 .857 
PerfFeedMean .388 .082 .479 4.710 .000 
a. Dependent Variable: WorkEngMean 
 
Coefficientsa 
Model 95.0% Confidence Interval for B Correlations 
Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part 
1 (Constant) .802 1.953    
WorkloadMean -.101 .261 .232 .070 .056 
WorkPressMean -.038 .278 .286 .119 .096 
AutonomyMean .014 .235 .331 .175 .143 
SocSptMean -.166 .138 .393 -.014 -.012 
PerfFeedMean .225 .551 .529 .352 .303 
a. Dependent Variable: WorkEngMean 
 




Model Collinearity Statistics 
Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant)   
WorkloadMean .555 1.801 
WorkPressMean .548 1.826 
AutonomyMean .864 1.158 
SocSptMean .412 2.426 
PerfFeedMean .398 2.510 






















1 5.906 1.000 .00 .00 .00 
2 .041 11.968 .00 .05 .08 
3 .028 14.554 .01 .03 .05 
4 .011 23.293 .58 .05 .47 
5 .007 28.773 .38 .86 .41 
6 .006 30.224 .04 .01 .00 
a. Dependent Variable: WorkEngMean 
 




Model Dimension Variance Proportions 













1 .00 .00 .00 
2 .02 .09 .07 
3 .95 .01 .00 
4 .01 .01 .05 
5 .00 .00 .06 
6 .01 .89 .82 




Case Number Std. Residual WorkEngMean Predicted Value Residual 
dimension0 
63 3.724 4.88 3.4098 1.47256 
145 3.150 4.71 3.4602 1.24567 
a. Dependent Variable: WorkEngMean 
 
 




 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
Predicted Value 2.7951 4.4914 3.6882 .28702 163 
Std. Predicted Value -3.112 2.798 .000 1.000 163 
Standard Error of Predicted 
Value 
.034 .138 .072 .023 163 
Adjusted Predicted Value 2.7668 4.5149 3.6858 .28925 163 
Residual -.80496 1.47256 .00000 .38929 163 
Std. Residual -2.036 3.724 .000 .984 163 
Stud. Residual -2.103 3.878 .003 1.006 163 
Deleted Residual -.85879 1.59691 .00241 .40662 163 
Stud. Deleted Residual -2.126 4.065 .005 1.016 163 
Mahal. Distance .222 18.673 4.969 3.831 163 
Cook's Distance .000 .212 .008 .019 163 
Centered Leverage Value .001 .115 .031 .024 163 
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